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European spatial governance has undergone change over the last two decades. Such change has impacted on, and been influenced by, EU urban and regional policy; the structural funds; and a range of EU sectoral policies. Some of the most prominent changes leading to a new landscape of territorial politics include the expansion of European territorial cooperation programmes (ETC) as a result of the Eastern enlargement; the introduction of new instruments for territorial cooperation (namely macro-regions and European Groupings of Territorial Cooperation); and an increasing financial and regulatory role of relevant sector politics (e.g. energy, transport, navigation, maritime spatial planning, and environment). 

The EU’s various activities, directives, policies and regulations have resulted in the Europeanization of ‘ways of doing things’ within domestic planning, and invoke new cooperation across administrative entities (Radaelli 2003, Clark and Jones 2008, Waterhout 2007). In some cases, the EU’s activities have also led to “the rescaling of mandates and budgets, dominant Ievels of power, spatial frames, policy networks, policy concepts, rationales, instruments, actor networks, policy agendas and national policy argumentations, policy networks, as well as a rescaling of norms, narratives, procedures and modes of operation” (Stead et al. 2015, 112, see also Gualini 2007). Although the EU has no formal spatial planning competence, the influence of EU policies on spatial development and governance are evident (Atkinson & Zimmermann 2018, Chilla et al. 2017, Evers & Tennekes 2016, Evrard 2016, Faludi 2010a/b, Sielker 2017). Given the dynamic development of territorial politics, including a diversification of tools and an increase in competences relevant for spatial development in the EU, this article starts from the presumption that the effects of these activities, and in particular the growing importance of sectoral policies on domestic spatial planning, are not understood enough. In other words, contemporary European spatial governance, and the rise of a new form of European spatial planning through sector policies and regulatory provisions, is more influential then recognised in literature so far. The reasons behind such a limitation in the literature are numerous. One explanation is that academic debate has slowed down following two intensive waves in the immediate aftermath of the European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP) and the development of regional policy in the 1990s, and the inclusion of the territorial cohesion goal in the Lisbon Treaty in 2007. Since then there has been no fundamental changes regarding the recognition of territorial politics and spatial planning in Europe’s legal framework. Instead the legal, financial and instrumental landscape at a European level has developed incrementally. 

Against this background this article, first, aims to summarise the nature of spatial governance at the European level. Second, it examines the impact of these developments on spatial planning practices, often captured as “Europeanisation”. Third, based on a set of hypotheses, the paper discusses the cumulative effect of these overlapping activities on domestic spatial planning despite the absence of a legal coherent framework. 

It will be argued that European spatial governance has become more diversified, with a strong role for sector policies at the EU level. The impact of these developments on planning processes are varied. Three hypotheses are examined. First, the impact of European spatial governance and the growing number of legal and financial provisions in spatially relevant policies goes beyond the effects of “Europeanisation” and influencing “ways of doing things”. In many cases the existence of European policies changes local and regional stakeholders’ orientation towards complying with the regulatory framework or accessing funds. Second, European spatial governance is characterised by a process of sectoralisation. The process of sectoralisation is a result of an incrementally growing set of regulations, directives and competences at the European level pushed forward in the respective thematic networks and administrative-technical regimes. Third, through the diversification of instruments and competences transferred to the EU level, territorial politics and domestic planning have become more fragmented, and less integrated. The hard to follow multi-level dynamics can lead to disintegration of domestic planning through scalar politics. 

Three case studies are examined to identify these impacts and to analyse whether and how these shape decision-making. These case studies encompass, first, the example of one sector policy – the EU’s Common Transport Policy; second, the form of financial instruments in support of territorial cooperation in the example of the ERDF funded cross-border cooperation; and third, new governance tools in the example of macro-regional cooperation.

The paper is structured as follows: First, the paper hereafter provides a review of the academic debates on the role of European spatial planning and territorial politics. Second, the paper develops a categorization of three elements constructing today’s European spatial governance. Third, the paper presents three case studies before fourth exploring the initial hypotheses. 

2.	Retrospection: European spatial planning and territorial politics 
The European integration has process brought about a diverse set of instruments, policy fields and cooperation that construct a European spatial governance framework influencing decisions on land-use and planning practices at all scales. In short, the narrative within EU territorial policies has changed from European spatial planning in in the 1990s to territorial cohesion in the 2000s (Faludi 2004). The European Union has no formal competence for comprehensive European spatial planning (Faludi 2006, 2010, Jensen & Richardson 2003, Waterhout 2008). The fact that Member States were reluctant to cede competence to the European Union, should not disguise the proliferation of all kinds of cooperation, funding, policies, projects, and studies with substantial implications for spatial planning and development. An outcome was the rise of regional policies, which today form an integral part of achieving the Union’s goal of cohesion.

The introduction of project-funding for cross-border regions in the 1990s and the development of the European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP, 1999) led academics to discuss the opportunities for the development of a European spatial planning (Faludi 2004, Jensen & Richardson 2003, Waterhout 2008). Rivolin and Faludi (2005) argue that the informal European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP) developed in 1999 for the 15 Member States is “duly applied” and paved the way for the development of transnational cooperation. The ESDP however did not lead to a transfer of competence to the EU level. The term European spatial planning (in contrast to academia) has been absent from political vocabulary (e.g. Dühr et al. 2010, Atkinson & Zimmermann 2018). Known as INTERREG, the ESDP provided the backdrop against which a line of funding for transnational regions was introduced in the regional development funds. Prominent scholars shaping the debate such as Andreas Faludi (2007) or Stephanie Dühr (Dühr et al. 2010), implicitly, and sometimes explicitly argue that European territorial cooperation in cross-border regions and transnational spaces is the most prominent tool of European spatial planning (see also Adams et al. 2007), notwithstanding the lack of legal competence.

In the following years the narrative of territorial cohesion gained momentum. Territorial cohesion indicates a coordinative role at the European level, driven in particular by the European Commission, jointly with Member States as regards to territorial development. In 2007, the European Union recognized this territorial dimension formerly as part of its cohesion goal in Article 174 of the Lisbon Treaty: 

“In order to promote its overall harmonious development, the Union shall develop and pursue its actions leading to the strengthening of its economic, social and territorial cohesion.” (EU 2007)

Regional policies today form an integral part of achieving the Union’s goal of cohesion. The EU’s approach was accompanied by the introduction of a ‘place-based approach’ through the Barca Report (Barca 2009, Sielker 2016). The debate on European spatial planning itself has slowed down after it is peaks between 2000 and 2010. The wider literature on Europeanisation of domestic policy and planning practices often derives from examples of territorial cooperation initiatives, such as INTERREG or macro-regions (e.g. Dühr et al, Adams et al. 2011, Stead et al. 2016).

There is a consensus that the diversity of activities at the European level are very influential on land-use management, regional economic management and urbanization policies, reflected in literature on Europeanisation of domestic policy and planning (e.g. Dühr et al. 2010 Adams et al. 2011, Chilla 2013, Stead et al. 2015). Yet, in most elaborations of European territorial development, the attention paid to sectoral policies by planning scholars is marginal, with spatial scholars focussing on urban and regional policies (Waterhout 2008, Rivolin 2010). The EU’s transport, agricultural and environmental policies are the more prominent sector policies (see Dühr et al. 2010, Evers and Tennekes, 2016, Jensen & Richardson 2003, Atkinson and Zimmermann 2018). Acknowledging the absence of a coherent framework and recognising the diversity of these often parallel processes of governing and policy-making unravels the very nature of todays’ European spatial governance. 

3.	European spatial governance today
There are three main strands of activity shaping spatial development:
1.	Spatial policies in particular sectoral policies; 
2.	Financial instruments in the framework of cohesion, urban and regional policies, in particular European Regional Development Funds; and 
3.	Tools and frameworks to facilitate governance processes and to foster cooperation initiatives. 
This categorization derives from the identification of contemporary trends, and a distinction of governance, financial and regulatory tools. Evers and Tennekes (2016) and Böhme and Waterhout (2008) offer different distinctions in the context of Europeanisation studies. Böhme and Waterhout similarly distinguish between sectoral policies, spatial policies and informal cooperation. Evers and Tennekes (2016) offer a more comprehensive differentiation of policies areas relevant for planning based on the Dutch experience where they describe processes of Europeanisation of domestic spatial planning through a wide range of EU policies including competition, economic development, agriculture, nature protection, and air quality. 

3.1 Spatial policies, in particular sectoral policies

Various EU sectoral policies have grown in importance (and budget) over recent decades. Examples include the TEN-T policies or maritime spatial planning. These changes have led to both direct and indirect impacts on domestic aspects of territorial governance and spatial planning.

Looking across the main EU policy sectors (Table 1), at least six of these are directly influential on spatial planning practices and regulations as well as land-use patterns. These policy sectors comprise: agriculture; energy; environment and climate change; maritime and fisheries; regional and urban development; and transport (Table 1). These policies influence the legislative, financial and/or institutional background for spatial development policies at the EU and domestic levels. Of these, there are five policy areas which address specific sectors and which influence the EU’s spatial governance framework and have a direct impact on land-use patterns (see for example Streifeneder et al. 2018). EU regional policy is implemented through the EU’s structural funds and therefore explored in the next section. Another 14 policy fields have indirect or occasional impact on planning processes (Table 1). One example is cultural activities supported through ERDF funds. Another example is the Customs Union, which may result in different spatial manifestations of border activities. 

Table 1: Topic of EU legislations and relevance for spatial planning and land use
Topics of Directives and Regulations	Relevance for spatial planning and land use
Agriculture; Energy; Environment and Climate Change; Maritime Affairs and Fisheries; Regional Policy;Transport	Direct influence
Budget; Competition; Consumer Protection; Culture; Customs; Economic and Monetary Affairs; Education; Training; Youth and Sport; Employment and Social Policy; Enlargement; Enterprise; Foreign and Security Policy; Internal Market; Research and Innovation; Taxation	Indirect influence
Audiovisual and Media; Development; External Relations; Fight against Fraud; Food Safety; Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection; Human Rights; Information Society; Institutional Affairs; Justice, Freedom and Security; Public Health	Minor relevance
Source: Own elaboration based on 32 topics summarised according to eur-lex webpage of the European Commission (2017)

Sectoral policies on the one hand make use of legislative restrictions, such as the Maritime Spatial Planning Directive (Directive 2014/89/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 July 2014 establishing a framework for maritime spatial planning) or The Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora). On the other hand, some sectorial policies use financial incentives, as for example in the case of Trans-European Networks aiming to develop transport, energy and green corridors. The Common Agricultural Policy aims to ensure a sustainable and competitive agriculture through the support of income, provision of market measures and a rural development programme. In effect, this policy is a subsidy for this economic sector. 

3.2 EU Funding Schemes: Urban and Regional Policies and the ERDF funded ETC 
The origins of regional policy date back to the 1960s. Grassroots development of cross-border initiatives, such as the first Euregio at the Dutch-German border and the establishment of the first ERDF fund in 1975, pushed forward by Italy and Britain, can be considered the foundational elements of today’s regional policies. Known as the Community Initiative Interreg, cross-border cooperation, was set up in the 1990s. The ESDP provided the backdrop against which a line of funding for transnational regions was introduced in regional development funds, followed in the third funding period by inter-regional cooperation. Since its development in the 1990s, European territorial cooperation policy has increased in terms of budget (about ten times to ten billion Euro) and coverage (i.e. the number of participating countries). For further elaboration on individual programmes, their development and content as well as further spatial strategies, such as the Territorial Agenda and the Urban Agenda see for example Dühr et al. 2007, Dühr et al 2010, Faludi and Waterhout 2002, Faludi 2004, Faludi 2010c, Mc Cann 2015).

European territorial cooperation programmes provide major impetus for cooperation across borders. The intergovernmental organized monitoring committees decide upon projects and subsequently give strategic impetus to territorial development. Urban and regional policy, and in particular Interreg, have widely been reflected as a main gateway for the Europeanisation of domestic planning. They also provide new elements in the EU’s multi-level governance system (Faludi 2008, Stead et al. 2015). These programme areas combine different administrative units to new ‘spaces’ which have exclusive access to funds.

3.3 Governance tools and regional cooperation initiatives
Governance tools and bottom-up regional cooperation initiatives complement financial and regulatory frameworks. In the last decade, macro-regional strategies and European Groupings of Territorial Cooperation (EGTCs) have been introduced by the European Commission. The former is an informal and strategic tool for cooperation in large-scale areas. The latter offers a legal framework for cooperation on the regional cross‐border level. A third type of governance concerns bottom-up initiatives which are being generated for various reasons, often with an attempt to foster use of structural funds. Examples are the Europa-Region Danube-Moldova, or the Euroregion Alpes-Méditerranée (Telle 2017, ESPON ACTAREA 2017). 

In the case of macro-regional strategies, EU member states and potentially third countries identify joint development priorities in an area with common functional challenges (COM 2013). To facilitate the implementation of the strategy a governance structure is set up. It includes horizontal coordination by countries’ representatives and a vertical coordination for thematic priorities (Gänzle and Kern 2016, Sielker 2016). The European Commission’s role is mainly coordinative. Since 2007 four macro-regional strategies have been developed for the Baltic Sea, Danube, Adriatic-Ionian and Alpine regions. 

The EGTC regulation allows “the institutionalisation of a cross-border common institution that is legally recognised by the EU and member states’ laws and […] confers implementing powers on such an entity”. (Evrard 2016, p. 3). The EGTC regulation was adopted in 2006, and amended in 2012. Upon its development, the main objective was to facilitate structural funds in cross-border transnational or interregional cooperation. Since then, it has found application in multiple contexts. To date, more than 60 EGTCs have been implemented, with a focus on cross-border organisations (Chilla et al. 2016, Caesar 2017). Both governance forms provide institutional frameworks that bring representatives from administrative units together, thereby shaping agendas. 
4.	Showcasing European spatial governance – three explorative case studies 
European spatial governance is characterised by a number of overlapping activities and spaces of cooperation. In this section, this article presents explorative case studies from three of the above identified strands. Methodologically, the case study material is derived from various research projects. The projects that gave empirical input and serve as basis for the elaborations here are: first, the dissertation project “Macro-regional integration – new scales, spaces and governance for Europe?” (Sielker, 2017); second, the “ESPON Actarea – Thinking and Planning in Areas for Territorial Cooperation” (ESPON ACTAREA 2017); third, the development assessment for the Bavarian-Czech border region (Grontmij et al. 2015); and fourth, the author’s Newton International Postdoc Project – “Power in Planning – Stakeholders’ choice of power channels in EU Sector Policies”.

4.1 Spatially relevant policies – the example of transport policy
The common transport policy can be traced back to the Treaty of Rome of 1957 which established the goal of creating a common market and to reinforce economic links between the Member States. The succeeding Treaty Establishing the European Community (TEC, Maastricht Treaty) provided a legal basis. In 1996, the first “Community Guidelines” adopted by the European Parliament and the Council constituted a master plan for connecting national networks. The overall goal for introducing transport networks was to promote the proper functioning of the single market. When the Lisbon Treaty came into force, the TEC was amended and named Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU). Today, articles 170-172, and 194 provide the legal basis for TENs. The three activities encompass transport networks (TEN-T), energy networks (TEN-E) and telecommunication networks (eTEN). 

The policy aims to complete a core network by 2030. The nine TEN-T core network corridors identified in the EU Regulation 1315/2013 are the Atlantic, the Baltic Adriatic, Mediterranean, North Sea-Baltic, North Sea-Mediterranean, Orient-East Med, Rhine-Alpine, Rhine-Danube and Scandinavian-Mediterranean corridors. These are complemented by a comprehensive network covering all European regions, and by two horizontal priorities (Motorways of the Sea, and European Rail Traffic Monitoring System deployment). The allocation of EU funding for implementation activities is linked to an obligation on Member States to align national investments. The Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) was introduced in the funding period 2014-2020 whereby approximately 50 per cent of the budget is available to Member States via the Cohesion Fund. Further funding for TEN-T projects is expected to come from the European Fund for Strategic Investment and the European Structural and Investment Funds. In total a grant budget of about 22 billion is available for TEN-T projects. The first generation of work plans for the corridors were approved in 2013, and renewed in 2016. The work plans envisage coordinated improvements to primary roads, railways, inland waterways airports and seaports, inland ports, traffic management system and integrated, intermodal high speed long-distance corridors. Corridor studies and the results of an extensive consultation with corridor and national representations provided input for the work plans. Since 2006, the executive agency TEN-TEA provides technical and financial management for projects. 

From a jurisdictional point of view, the EU has no decision-making competence in transport development; decisions on transport measures remain with the Nation States. For most (non-federal) European countries competences for motorways, inland waterway and airports remain at the national level. In terms of financial resources, the TEN-T policy led to a rescaling of resources to the EU level. This includes, first, the human resources, such as staff in the General Directorate for Mobility and Transport. Second, it includes the CEF funds itself. The incentive provided by the availability of this money to implement measures in the core networks impacts decisions in the domestic planning context. The CEF may be in favour of faster development, thereby indirectly impacting on decisions at other levels. One example is the electrification of the railway network, which has been accelerated thanks to EU funds. However, this example also highlights that the legislative aspect of transport planning remains with the Member States. 

Bavaria is an interesting example, showing the impacts on domestic planning decisions. Resulting from the German input, the TEN-T corridor displays a northern and a southern railway route linking Germany and Czech Republic, which would make both routes eligible for CEF funds for co-funding in electrification. Due to the enormous amount of funds needed, it is most unlikely that both routes will be developed. This inner-German and inner-Bavarian conflict however remains within the domestic bargaining sphere. The Czech Republic has electrified parts of the route, while the political upheavals within Bavaria for favouring one district over another led to delays in decision-making. This example shows that the while having a relatively far-reaching competence in the transport sector, the legislative means at the EU level are limited. The inclusion of both routes in the core corridor, indicates the dependence on Member States’ decisions. However, interviews undertaken as part of an assessment of development opportunities for the region indicated that the existence of the European funds changed the narrative and shaped the opportunities for agenda-setting at the national level, and therefore provide a basis for today’s decisions. The TEN-T corridors platforms allow access to and provision of knowledge changing the multi-level dimension of transport policies, and in the long-run, local land-use plans. 

4.2. EU funding and territorial cooperation – the example of cross border cooperation in the Euregio Egrensis

Shortly after the fall of the Iron Curtain in 1998, cross-border cooperation experienced a push with a significant role given to the EU’s ETC. The Euregio Egrensis is one example of institutionalisation of such cross-border cooperation. In order to understand its specific role and history, the political context of German, Bavarian and Czech diplomatic relations is significant. Due to the history of displaced persons political tensions between Bavaria and the Czech Republic prevented diplomatic relations. Since the 2010 state visit of Bavarian State’s Premier Seehofer in Prague, relations resumed, reflected in the opening of a Bavarian representation in Prague and a development study on the Bavarian-Czech border-regions (Grontmij et al. 2015). These developments gave a new weight to the border regions in this area, where until then local-regional initiatives prevailed. Euregios are institutionalised, voluntary cooperations in border-regions, which at the European level are represented by the Association for European Border Regions.

The Trilateral Working Community of the Euregio Egrensis was founded in 1993 following the foundation of Euregio associations in the participating constituencies Bavaria, Bohemia and Saxony and Thuringia (see Figure 2). The name ‘Egrensis’ derives from the medieval names of parts of the ‘Egerland’ area: ‘Regio Egire’ and ‘Provincia Egrensis’. Today’s Euregio Egrensis covers roundabout 17.000 km2 with two million inhabitants. The main objectives and contents are to overcome the ramifications of the Iron Curtain; decrease language barriers and preconceptions; improve quality of life and socio-economic; exploitation of economic potential with targeted cooperation initiatives; support and facilitate EU funded projects; and to be the political voice of the region in the domestic contexts as well as at the EU level. The Euregio is financed by local, regional, national and EU funds. The Euregio is also an advisory member of the ETC Programme. They are the main managing authority of small projects of the ETC Programme in Bavaria-Czech Republic and Saxony-Czech Republic. In the course of regional workshops for a development study (see footnote 1), the Euregio was deemed of particular importance in pursuing the ‘Sprachoffensive’ to offer German pupils opportunities to learn foreign languages (Czech, Hungarian or Slovakian); student exchange programmes; and developing a cross-border public transport network or developing local tourist products, such as bicycle routes. One of the widely shared advantages adjudged to the Euregio is their role in trust building on both sides of the border. A prominent project was the trilateral Clara@eu project - a political project which aimed at exchange of experiences and seeking close cooperation between administrations. The Clara project was also an important tool in the region in raising transport concerns. 

On the jurisdictional side the Euregio Egrensis has no competence apart from the decision-making of minor funds. However, the cooperation provided the border region with a new network, and through its projects allowed for the development of a range of networks touching upon different themes, and the coordination of planning processes across borders. Through its institutionalisation with its few human resources, the Euregio gives the border region a political representation, and thereby a voice in the region, which is consulted in formal planning process. 

The case of the Euregio Egrensis also reveals the different role such an organisation can play depending on the national contexts. Whereas the Euregios are relatively weak in their domestic context in Czech Republic, they are more influential within Germany. Euregios are known to have a lobbying role at the European level through their association. At the same time, they are an important source for information for practical challenges of cross-border development, such as a cooperation, responsibilities reliabilities and liability to ensure emergency health care or firefighting. Through the Euregios a voice has been given, and concrete measures could be implemented through the EU ETC funds, to foster cross-border development and confluence. The concrete impacts on spatial planning are limited. Nevertheless a number of projects that are ERDF funded are based on changes in land-use plans, e.g. the development of cycle routes.

4.3 Governance tools and regional cooperation initiatives – soft approaches of spatial governance in the example of the Danube macro-region

The first European macro-regional strategy was launched in 2009 for the Baltic Sea Region. This was soon followed by the development of the Danube Region Strategy (2011), the Adriatic-Ionian Strategy (2014) and the Alpine Region (2015). One key idea of macro-regional cooperation is to tackle common challenges through the development of a joint strategy by countries in the same geographic area. The geophysical characteristics are the building blocks for various areas of cooperation (e.g. navigation or environment). The EU Strategy for the Danube Region strategy (EUSDR) is a cooperation of 14 countries around the water catchment area of the Danube river organised in priority areas, representing the thematic foci. The EUSDR addresses a total of eleven policy fields ranging from transport and environment, to education and security matters. Starting from this general prioritisation in support of joint activities, the EUSDR sets the goal to make the Danube a better navigable river (European Commission 2011). For each priority area, a governance structure is defined in order to coordinate implementation activities through national and EU funded activities. The macro-regional governance structure is, considering its administrative reach, located between the national and the EU level. In order to show to what extend macro-regions can impact planning processes, I focus on one particularly strong priority area in the EUSDR.

The issue of navigation was very central to the development of a macro-regional strategy, not least since Commissioner Hahn called on national transport ministers to increase transport volumes on the Danube River by 20% between 2011 and 2020. 
Soon after adoption of the macro-regional strategy in 2011, work began on implementing Priority Area 1a (“Mobility – Inland Waterways”) under the lead of Austrian and Romanian coordinators with support of the Technical Secretariat at the ViaDonau GmbH, the Austrian waterway operator. A governance structure was set up for the implementation of the Priority Areas with a steering group as the central governance element. The group was formed of representatives from the 14 countries including representatives from public authorities, such as Ministries or Waterways and Shipping Offices. Several governmental and non-governmental organisations such as the Danube Commission, the International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River organization or ProDanube International are observers to this committee. The committee is responsible for decision-making in relation to joint goals and strategies. The decisions have neither a formal character nor do they represent binding agreements. 

In a second step, this Steering Group prepared the “Luxemburg Declaration” (Danube Ministers, 2012), signed by most of the Danube Transport Ministers. It provides political commitment to the development of a more effective waterway. In a third step, the Steering Group included waterway companies and developed the “Fairway Rehabilitation and Maintenance Master Plan” based on a former NEWADA project (FRMMP, 2014). The plan covers the navigable tributaries in each country and the critical sectors. In addition, public authorities defined so-called common minimum levels of service as well as different waterway maintenance activities. In a fourth step, the Master Plan was presented to the Danube Ministers, who subsequently gave it their endorsement (Danube Ministers 2014). Fifth, the Master Plan built the basis for National Roadmaps (2015) and the development of specific implementation activities. One example is the FAIRway Project whose scope is to procure the necessary equipment to carry out pilot activities for hydrological serves and to allow the identification of innovative approaches for fairway rehabilitation and upgrade. The eight beneficiaries from six countries (Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Romania and Slovakia) obtained funding through the Connecting Europe Facilities. In February 2016, the FAIRway Project was launched with a total budget of ca. €22 million with ca. €19 million from EU contributions. 

This example shows how stakeholders used this governance tool as a way to influence political priorities and decision-making at the EU and national level. In short, the EUSDR provided a network that developed a new and necessary knowledge base on the challenges of shipping. The Steering Group is a new network through which public authorities can enhance their position in respect to their national contexts. The example of the Steering Group, essentially driven by active public authorities and the Technical Secretariat of the Via Donau GmbH, shows how this new network influenced political decision-making and funding at the national and EU levels. This information had a crucial impact on decisions for allocation of funds, changes in funding priorities and political agendas at the EU as well as at the national level. The official framing of an EU strategy helped this network to make its voice heard at the group of the Transport Ministers, and ultimately changes planning-relevant activities, so as to put pressure on domestic spending for dredging activities in the lower Danube, for example. 

5.	Discussion
To summarise, in the first part of this article presented the various initiatives and avenues which compose Europe’s spatial governance today. EU spatial governance  was categorised into three strands: 1) spatial and sectoral policies, 2) financial tools, in particular the ERDF funds and territorial cooperation 2) and third the different governance tools. the paper then showcased such development in an exploratory case study for each of these strands. These case studies underpin the argument that European spatial governance has become more diversified and has considerable impact on planning processes all over Europe. In this section, the extent of the cumulative effect of these overlapping activities is considered. Despite the absence of a legal coherent framework, some kind of European spatial planning has indeed emerged, based on the initial three hypotheses.
 
The first hypothesis alerted to the growing influence of European spatial governance due to the growing number of legal and financial provision in spatially relevant policies going beyond the effects of Europeanisation. The literature analysis, the review of policies captured by legal provisions and the three case studies have shown that there is indeed a growing regulatory framework of policies that affect spatial planning. This include for example the regulatory effect of environmental policies, such as the Flora-Fauna Habitats Directive (1992) or the Maritime Spatial Planning directive (2014). These results confirm the research from studies of Europeanisation processes (Waterhout 2008) pointing out the changes for ways of doing things on the domestic levels and the change of narratives in particular through regional policies. However, the number of policies that have a regulatory framework is growing. This comes alongside with an increasing lobbying and “playing the ball via the cushion” in agenda-setting at the European level in order to influence domestic developments as e.g. illustrated through the example of macro-regions or transport policies. 

In a similar vein, I secondly, hypothesised that European spatial governance is characterised by a process of sectoralisation resulting from an incrementally growing set of regulations, directives and competences at the European level. Sectoral policies take effect either through the regulatory force of directive and regulations or through financial incentives which have essentially the effect of regional subsidies. Often sector policies regulatory force comes alongside financial incentives. Common in all three cases presented here was that due to the limited regulatory capacities from the EU level, the main incentives for shaping policies and thematic goals was through financial incentives. The example of transport policies presented here illustrated that TEN-T can develop towards an overarching narrative and provide background to decisions making on other levels. In these cases where the formal decision-making competence remains at the original level, European spatial governance is particularly effective through interscalar networks providing knowledge and shaping local and regional policy debates (see e.g. Chilla 2015, Stead 2014). In other cases, such as the Water Framework Directive the legally binding framework operates in form of restrictions. 

I thirdly hypothesise that through the diversification of instruments and competences transferred to the EU level, in particular in sector policies, territorial politics and domestic planning have become more fragmented, and less integrated. The example of cross-border cooperation in the Euregio Egrensis or the macro-regions illustrated that the ERDF funded projects and programme worlds, corridor platforms, or steering committees are new and often additional governance arrangements. They provide access to information and offer a platform for lobbying and agenda setting. The impact of these networks is substantial and influences decision-making on all levels. Thereby the new multi-level dynamics gain considerable influence on narratives, and impact the decisions on domestic planning as e.g. illustrated by the effects of TEN-T corridors in Bavaria. Discussing this hypothesis in detail would need a broader empirical analysis. The examples provided above indicate that through these initiatives and the development of new governance arrangements policy processes become fragmented, giving advantages to institutions able to act over different networks and political levels. The recognition of new interscalar networks as influential shows the fragmentation and spreading out of debates and discussions into different levels.

Viewing the EUs activities as a whole and the effects from one activity to another shows the complexity of European spatial governance. Despite the absence of a coherent framework spatial development results from these various processes and politics at the same time. 
European sectoral policies take considerable effect on domestic planning, changing decision-making through the regulatory framework and the financial incentives through which sector policies operate.

I further argue in this paper that European spatial governance today is shaped by a process of sectoralisation, which is supported by the EUs regional policies and provision of governance tools. 




Adams, N., Cotella, G. and Nunes, R., (eds). (2011) Territorial development, cohesion and spatial planning: knowledge and policy development in an enlarged EU, Regions and cities, 46. London: Routledge
Atkinson, R. and Zimmermann, K. (2018) European spatial planning policy, in: Heinelt, H. and Munch, S., (eds) Handbook on EU Policies. Edward Elgar. [In Press] Available from: http://eprints.uwe.ac.uk/32619 
Barca, F. (2009) An agenda for a reformed cohesion policy. A place-based approach to meeting European Union challenges and expectations. Available at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/regi/dv/barca_report_/barca_report_en.pdf (accessed 12 May 2015)
Böhme, K. and Waterhout, B. (2008) The Europeanization of spatial planning in Faludi, A. (eds.), European spatial research and planning, Cambridge, MA: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, pp. 225–248
Caesar, B, (2017) European Groupings of Territorial Cooperation: a means to harden spatially dispersed cooperation?, Regional Studies, Regional Science, 4(1), pp. 247-254, 
Chilla, T. (2013) Punkt, Linie, Fläche – territorialisierte Europäisierung. Études Luxembourgoises, Frankfurt & Brüssel: Peter Lang
Chilla, T., F. Sielker, and F. Othengrafen (2017) Governance diffusion in Europe – The EGTC tool and its spatial implementation patterns Working Paper No. 2. http://blogs.fau.de/regionalentwicklung/wp2‐governance‐diffusion (​http:​/​​/​blogs.fau.de​/​regionalentwicklung​/​wp2‐governance‐diffusion​) (accessed December 18, 2017)
Clark, J. and Jones, A. (2008) The Spatialities of Europeanisation: Territory, Government and Power in "Europe”, Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, 33(3), pp. 300-18.
Danube Ministers (2012) Luxemburg Declaration, (http://ec.europa.eu/transport/modes/inland/promotion/doc/danube_declaration.pdf (​http:​/​​/​ec.europa.eu​/​transport​/​modes​/​inland​/​promotion​/​doc​/​danube_declaration.pdf​)) (accessed June 02,2016).
Danube Ministers (2014) Conclusions on an effective Waterway, http://files.groupspaces.com/MobilityWaterways/files/1285252/OiaUEBRsmpIf_Jk3xWr4/Conclusions_signed.pdf) (accessed on 02 June 2016). 
Delaney D. and Leitner H. (1997) The political construction of scale. Political Geography 16(2), pp.93–97. 
Dühr, S.; Stead, D. and Zonneveld, W. (2007) The Europeanization of spatial planning through territorial cooperation. Planning Practice and Research 22(3), pp. 291-307
Dühr, S., Colomb, C., and Nadin, V. (2010. European spatial planning and territorial cooperation. London: Routledge
European Commission (2017): Webpage Summaries of EU legislation by topic. [http://eur-lex.europa.eu/browse/summaries.html?locale=en], 
European Union (2007) Treaty of Lisbon amending the Treaty on European Union and the Treaty establishing the European Community [2007] OJ C306/01
European Commission (2011) Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions - European Union Strategy for the Danube Region - COM(2010) 715 - 08/12/2010. Brussels.
Evers, D. and Tennekes, J. (2016) Europe exposed: mapping the impacts of EU policies on spatial planning in the Netherlands, European Planning Studies, 24(10), pp. 1747-1765
Evrard, E (2016) The European Grouping of Territoral Cooperation (EGTC): Towards a Supraregional Scale of Governance in the Greater Region SaarLorLux? Geopolitics 21(3), pp. 513-537
ESPON ACTAREA (2017): Final Report – thinking and planning in areas of territorial cooperation. https://www.espon.eu/actarea (​https:​/​​/​www.espon.eu​/​actarea​), Report can be retrieved from Franziska.sielker@fau.de (​mailto:Franziska.sielker@fau.de​) 
Faludi, A., and Waterhout, B. (2002) The making of the European spatial development perspective – No masterplan, London: Routledge
Faludi, A. (2004) Territorial Cohesion: Old (French) Wine in New Bottles? Urban Studies, Vol. 41(7), pp. 1349–1365
Faludi A (2010a): Cohesion, Coherence, Cooperation: European Spatial Planning Coming of Age? Routledge 
Faludi A (2010b): Centenary Paper: European Spatial Planning: Past, Present and Future, The Town Planning Review, 81 (1), pp. 1-22
FRMMP (2014) Fairway Rehabilitation and Maintenance Master Plan, http://files.groupspaces.com/MobilityWaterways/files/1285189/Tlf2h8uhUWcAxzQTJ32K/2014-11-13_FRMMP_final_document_clean.pdf (​http:​/​​/​files.groupspaces.com​/​MobilityWaterways​/​files​/​1285189​/​Tlf2h8uhUWcAxzQTJ32K​/​2014-11-13_FRMMP_final_document_clean.pdf​) (accessed June 02, 2016)
Gänzle, S. and; Kern, K. (eds) (2015): A Macro-regional Europe in the Making. Theoretical Approaches and Empirical Evidence. Palgrave Macmillan
Gualini, E (2007) The rescaling of governance in Europe: New spatial and institutional rationales. European Planning Studies 14(7), pp. 881–904 
Grontmij et al. (2015). Entwicklungsgutachten Bayerisch-Tschechischer Grenzraum, Projektbericht im Auftrag des Bayerischen Staatsministeriums für Finanzen, Landesentwicklung und Heimat. To be retrieved from franziska.sielker@fau.de
Jensen, O. and Richardson, T. (2003) Making European Space: Mobility, Power and Territorial Identity, Routledge
Kern, K. and Löffelsend, T. (2004). Sustainable development in the Baltic Sea Region. Governance 
McCann, P (2015) The regional and urban policy of the European Union: Cohesion, results-orientation and smart specialisation. Series: New Horizons in Regional Science, Cheltenham, Northampton: Edward Elgar.
Radaelli, C. (2003). The Europeanization of public policy, In K. Featherstone & C. Radaelli (eds.), The politics of Europeanization, pp. 27–56). Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp.27-56
Rivolin, U.J. and Faludi, A. (2005) The hidden face of European spatial planning: Innovations in governance, European Planning Studies 13 (2), pp. 195-215
Rivolin, U. (2010): Book Review European Spatial Planning and Territorial Cooperation by Dühr, S., Colomb, C., & Nadin, V. (2010) Abingdon and New York, Routledge, in: Planning Practice & Research 25 (5), 2010, 626-627
Sielker, F. (2017) Macro-regional integration: new scales, spaces and governance for Europe? Doctoral thesis, https://opus4.kobv.de/opus4-fau/frontdoor/index/index/docId/8517 (​https:​/​​/​opus4.kobv.de​/​opus4-fau​/​frontdoor​/​index​/​index​/​docId​/​8517​) (December 18, 2017)
Sielker, F and Stead, D. (2017): Revisiting the question of scale and rescaling in EU macro-regional strategies, in: Sielker, F (2017): Macro-regional integration. New scales, spaces and governance for Europe? Dissertation. https://opus4.kobv.de/opus4-fau/frontdoor/index/index/docId/8517 (​https:​/​​/​opus4.kobv.de​/​opus4-fau​/​frontdoor​/​index​/​index​/​docId​/​8517​) (December 18, 2017)
Stead D. (2014) Rescaling Environmental Governance – the Influence of European Transnational Cooperation Initiatives, Environmental Policy and Governance 24(5), pp. 324–337.
Stead D., Sielker, F. and Chilla T. (2015). Macro-regional Strategies: Agents of Europeanization and Rescaling? In: Gänzle S.; Kern K.: A Macro-regional Europe in the Making. Theoretical Approaches and Empirical Evidence. Palgrave Macmillan., pp. 99–120
Streifeneder T, Giuliani C, and Hoffmann C (2018) Eine grenzüberschreitende Analyse der Politiken für die Almwirtschaft in den Alpen, in: Chilla, T. and Sielker, F. (Eds) (2018): Grenzüberschreitende Raumentwicklung Bayerns. Forschungsberichte der Akademie für Raumordnung und Landesplanung.
Telle, S. (2017) An Institutionalist View on Experimentalist Governance: Local-level obstacles to policy-learning in European Union Cohesion Policy, European Journal of Spatial Development, 66.
Waterhout, Bas (2008): The institutionalisation of European spatial planning, IOS Press





 PAGE 



1
		 


